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the College. The Vice-Chairman, Mr. P. J. Worsley, referred
to the large amount of research being carried on by the staff
in addition to their work of lecturing, thereby keeping the
College in the front of scientific investigation as well as
stimulating the students to engage in similar undertakings.
The Bishop of Hereford referred to the steady increase in the
number of students as a gratifying fact, but more satifactory
was the report he had received that the quality of the work
showed improvement. He spoke in eulogistic terms of the
work done by the medical department, and expressed his
belief that one of the best things effected by the supporters of
the College was the additional strength and support given to
the medical school. Educational movements of all kinds were
now being heard of, and he hoped that before long the ques-
tion of a university for the West of England, with Bristol as
as its centre, would become a pressing one. It would be a
proud day for those who had for twenty-five years worked for
the University College when they felt that the new university
was an assured fact.

CORRESPONDENCE,
MORTALITY OF SMALL-POX IN VACCINATED AND

TJNVACCINATED PERSONS.
SIR,-In a letter published in the BRITISH MEDICAL

JOURNAL of October 26th, Professor Karl Pearson pointed out
that " in exhibiting the relationship between two quantities
we can obtain absolutely reliable statistical results from very
broad classifications." These results are obtained by a
method which Professor Pearson has explained very fully in
a paper on the Correlation of Characters not Quantitatively
Measureable in the Philosophical Transactions, vol. cxcv, pp.
I to 47, and having used this method largely and tested it
with excellent results in the course of a recent anthropometric
inquiry into certain physical characters in criminals, I have
applied it to the very interesting statistics relating to the pre-
sent epidemic of small-pox which were published in the Times
of November 30th.
The "broad classifications" here are vaccinated, unvac-

cinated, recoveries, and deaths. The statistics can then be
exhibited in a four-fold table, thus:

Recoveries. Deaths. Totals.

Vaccinated ... ... , s 45 240
Unvaccinated ... ... 83 71 log

Totals ..... . 233 iI6 349

The two quantities whose relationship we have to discover
are strength to resist small-pox, and degree of effective vacci-
nation; in neither case is a quantitative scale attainable; we
know only the number of recoveries and deaths, and the
presence or absence of vaccination marks.
The, problem is to calculate the coefficient of correlation

between the two quantities. Applying Professor Pearson's
method to the above table, I find that this coefficient is
o.6733; this is evidently higher than the. coefficient calculated
by Professor Pearson for the epidemic of I893, namely, o.V54,which he characterised as "quite a large correlation.' I
should point out, however, that his calculation was based on
2,08I cases, mine on 349 only; I cannot, therefore, claim that
my result is definitive, but, taken with Professor Pearson's, it
may help us to form an idea of the degree of relationship in
question.
In the Times statistics it appears that ig " doubtful " cases

with II deaths are included in the "non-vaccinated"; it
would be very desirable to have these " doubtful" cases
shown separately in any future tables.-I am, etc.,
Enfleld, Dec. 2nd. W. R. MACDONELL.

THE GENERAL MEDICAL COUNCIL ELECTION.
The Gallery of the Council Chamber.

SIR,-I have already, in the BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL of
November 23rd, exposed Dr. McCook Weir's malversations of
my words.

As I stated in the General Medical Council on December 2nd,
his second letter, in which he repeats his offence, is a literary
forgery, inasmuch as he not only places words in inverted
commas, alleging I used them, though I did not, as your re-
port shows,; but he also entirely falsifies my meaning, seeing
that I showed Mr. Brown's election would be most injurious to
reform and direct representation.
Dr. McCook Weir's conduct is a very typical instance of the

manner in which Mr. Brown and his friends are conducting
his candidature.-I am, etc.,
Cavendish Square, Dec. 4th.. VICTOR HORSLEY.

Mr. Victor Horsley's Protest and Warning.
SIR,-I observe Mr. Horsley's letter is dated November 28th,

therefore it must have been written in haste, and doubtless
also in anger, but neither condition justifies the unmannerly
expressions of the second paragraph. But it is more even than
uncivil-it makes assertions entirely contrary to fact. In the
circular in question there is no mention-not even a sugges-
tion of a change of title of any Bill; it states distinctly
" abandoned" the Obstetric Nurses Bill and " substituted " a
Midwives Bill; and for Mr. Horsley to suggest that the electors
could misconstrue these words as he would have your readers
believe he did is an insult to their intelligence.

I do not write in my capacity of Chairman of Messrs. Brown
and Jackson's Election Committee. I do not consider Mr.
Horsley's protest and warning of sufficient importance as to
command official notice, but I submit that having published
this remarkable communication, it was your duty, in fairness
to the candidates whose interests it was clearly intended to
damage, to intimate, as is your occasional practice, in a foot-
note to your readers that the information in the circular Mr.
Horsley protested against, and indeed the whole of the facts
contained therein, had already been published officially in
the BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL and elsewhere. I quite under-
stand how unpleasant it must be to be reminded of these
unpleasant and plain truths, and doubtless Mr. Horsley's
alarm at the damaging effect they must have upon the issue
of the contest is shared by most of his followers.-I am, etc.,
Old Traflord, Dec. 3rd. JAS. BRASSEY BRIERLEY.

Provincial Candidates.
SIR,-WJhether many or few of your readers are acquainted

with me is not germane to the question before us, and is an
allusion on the part of Mr. Horsley unworthy of a gladiator
of his renown.
The sophistries and special pleading in his letter are

astounding, and his effrontery in making them is no less so.
First, with regard to Sir Walter Foster, it is of no moment

whether he "has now only one address in the Register or
Directory," and does not alter the fact that his Birmingham
address was there in I897 and I898, and that he was resident
at that place as a provincial practitioner. His letters were
during the election addressed from there and replies sent
thither, a few of which I could show if Mr. Victor Alexander
Haden Horsley thinks this is also " untrue."
Secondly, Mr. Horsley says " he sought for a general prac-

titioner." Did his friend, Dr. Woodcock, refuse, and why?
Was it because he was so low down on the list of returns?
Did he ask Mr. George Jackson, whom it now suits his pur-
pose to push forward? Is he aware that he was willing to
come forward, and actually had his address printed, a few
hundred copies of which were sent to me? Does he want
proofs that this latter is not " untrue " ?
Thirdly, as to Mr. Horsley making the " third represent-

ative resident in London, and that it was not his doings but
the electors'.". This is puerile, as everyone will admit, as he
was not a mere automaton in the affair, but exerting himself
to the utmost for success.
No one will feel, after reading his letter, that hp has

cleared himself from the charges and inconsistencies I
brouhnt forward, though their astonishment at his skill as
a dialectician when he had no case may have been increased,
if that is any comfort to him.
He says "the rest of" my letter is " untrue."- I deny it.

It is very easy for him to say this, but it does not prove it;
it is a wholesale way of getting rid of difficulties. His first
letter. on page i6io,proves conclusively that he wishes " to
oust Mr. George.Brown." -Surely he will not condescend to


